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Hon’ble Apex Court has in case of Jugesh

Sehgal Vs. Shamsher Singh Gogi reported in AIR 2009 SC
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Spp. 2022 held that to constitute an offence under
Section 138 of the Act, the certain ingredients are
required to be fulfilled, which reads as under;

“«9, It is manifest that to constitute an
offence under Section 138 of the Act, the
following ingredients are required to be
fulfilled:

(i) a person must have drawn a cheque
on an account maintained by him in a
bank for payment of a certain amount of
money to another person from out of that
account;

(ii) The cheque should have been issued
for the discharge, in whole or in part, of
any debt or other liability;

(iii) that cheque has been presented to
the bank within a period of six months
from the date on which it is drawn or
within the period of its validity whichever
Is earlier;

(iv) that cheque is returned by the bank
unpaid, either because of the amount of
money standing to the credit of the
account is insufficient to honour the
cheque or that it exceeds the amount
arranged to be paid from that account by
an agreement made with the bank;

(v) the payee or the holder in due course
of the cheque makes a demand for the
payment of the said amount of money by
giving a notice in writing, to the drawer
of the cheque, within 15 days of the
receipt of information by him from the
bank regarding the return of the cheque
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as unpaid;
(vi) the drawer of such cheque fails to
make payment of the said amount of
money to the payee or the holder in due
course of the cheque within 15 days of
the receipt of the said notice;
10. Being cumulative, it is only when all
the afore-mentioned ingredients are
satisfied that the person who had drawn
the cheque can be deemed to have
committed an offence under Section 138
of the Act.”

10.2 In the case of the (2018) 13 SCC 663 N Harihar

Krishnan Vs. J. Thomas...

23. The scheme of the prosecution in
punishing under Section 138 of THE ACT
is different from the scheme of the CrPC.
Section 138 creates an offence and
prescribes punishment. No procedure for
the investigation of the offence is
contemplated. The prosecution is initiated
on the basis of a written complaint made
by the payee of a cheque. Obviously such
complaints must contain the factual
allegations constituting each of the
ingredients of the offence under Section
138. Those ingredients are: (1) that a
person drew a cheque on an account
maintained by him with the banker; (2)
that such a cheque when presented to the
bank is returned by the bank unpaid; (3)
that such a cheque was presented to the
bank within a period of six months from
the date it was drawn or within the
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period of its validity whichever is earlier;
(4) that the payee demanded in writing
from the drawer of the cheque the
payment of the amount of money due
under the cheque to payee; and (5) such
a notice of payment is made within a
period of 30 days from the date of the
receipt of the information by the payee
from the bank regarding the return of the
cheque as unpaid. It is obvious from the
scheme of Section 138 that each one of
the ingredients flows from a document
which evidences the existence of such an
ingredient. The only other ingredient
which is required to be proved to
establish the commission of an offence
under Section 138 is that inspite of the
demand notice referred to above, the
drawer of the cheque failed to make the
payment within a period of 15 days from
the date of the receipt of the demand. A
fact which the Complainant can only
assert but not prove, the burden would
essentially be on the drawer of the
cheque to prove that he had in fact made
the payment pursuant to the demand.
10.3) From above judgments following ingredients are

required to be proved to establish the offence

under Section 138 of the NI Act.:-

(i) Drawing of cheques by Respondents-accused.

(ii) Cheques issued for debts or liabilities

(iii) Presentation of cheques during validity

period

(iv) Dishonour on presentation

(v) Issuance of notice
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(vi) Failure of payment of cheques amount
19.) () Drawing of cheques by Respondents-accused./1R1]
SRIAS  dvidiAi A41dd &d).)
sRaIElol] sRRAIE, 2AUIA, Al ollZ]2 dHY U2SIR)

&RI %Y &JAA £2d1A%] Yri1dl, [CloidsyA?]/2dlgd &lssdlal

~

dli, ¥ oflA Yot 8.

Sr. | Cheque no. | Amount Date Exh. | Drawan on

1. 1269493 66,534/- 12/08/2024 122 |STATE BANK OF
INDIA PATDI
BRANCH

19.9) A1 SI1A §RUIE] [G1RARUBHE AAIHUBHE Auio]] i

S—0v¥ ofl AUl AdUIA dl dHi wendd 8 s,
sRa1E]l Ry sigotiod dl. sudl wALl 41 Sl
AHRIVIA MARUTI OMNI MPI STD BS4 PETROL 5
SEATER 2lIs] Roll ol. GJ13AH-0508 Gu2 UAId]
%3RAId &l dlol dladd. deldder sRaiEldd]l s
dlsadl yydl dell 4 ysdl xugr e ds
A5 JlosAl’, ulesl Aviiall Js of. RSETE3 419 dI. 2
2/0¢ /2037 ol A%all 31. §5,U3%/— (25 30U 9145
&1 Uil A{1A) Wi ofl dufl 240 d.

11.) A1H, GURISd SRAUIEIA ASoll A194AS dcdl Y14
Aol o1l ofRiedlal YAR SEIC

9. 21H,5RUIEIRA A€ s1A AHRIVlA HNd dlal ofl SH

Us] A4R1VIRA dofl 2uelaion As sRuIEla 210 dIofl 8lSsd

YRAUR YR 8.

The ratio laid down by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court in case of Bir Singh vs
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Mukesh Kumar reported in (2019) 4 SCC
197.

37. A meaningful reading of the provisions of
the Negotiable Instruments Act including, in
particular, Sections 20, 87 and 139,makes it
amply clear that a person who signs a cheque
and makes it over to the payee remains liable
unless he adduces evidence to rebut the
presumption that the cheque had been issued
for payment of a debt or in discharge of a
liability. It is immaterial that the cheque may

have been filled in by any person other than

the drawer, if the cheque is duly signed by the

drawer. If the cheque is otherwise valid, the

penal provisions of Section 138 would be

attracted.
38. If _a signed blank cheque is voluntarily

presented to a payee,towards some payment,

the payee may fill up the amount and other

particulars. This in itself would not invalidate

the cheque. The onus would still be on the

accused to prove that the cheque was not in
discharge of a debt or liability by adducing
evidence.

40. Even a blank cheque leaf, voluntarily signed

and handed over by the accused, which is

towards some payment, would attract

presumption under Section 139 of the

Negotiable Instruments Act, in the absence of

any cogent evidence to show that the cheque
was not issued in discharge of a debt.
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11.3) A, ARIIA s3A1€)al gt ) s
Als dlosyl’ ', uiesl Aol AJS ol. RETE3 dIA)
dl. @R/ 0¢ /0% ol A%oll 31. §5,U3v/ — (2i5 30
OIRI5 &¥R UiRAl AU{A) Wi ol As dull wHd
8 d &slsd YRUR Ad 8.

qR.(iii) Presentation of cheques during validity period &

(iv) Dishonour on presentation.
A1 SIA SRAUIE] [GIRARUBHE A IHAHBHE AUiof] i
s—ov ol APicued] AduIA Adl dHi weINdd & S
delHdER &Rl dul sRUIEld AHUd Js sRAIENRA
"AsAlA s dl", AogadR Al UIdIHi
dl. 2R/ 0¢ /20%% ol A% ¥H| SAUdI dl. 45 /0 /0%

N

oll A% "'sSAH PoAugl[[Ace' ol A AIY WRd Sdl. X

[Qa1d of | oot 8.

1 |Exhibit no. of cheque Exh-22

2 | Cheque no. 269493

3 |Drawn on Bank STATE BANK OF INDIA,
PATDI

4 |Date on cheque 12/08/2024

5 |Amount 66,534/-

6 |Date on presentation 14/08/24

7 |Presented in Bank AXIS BANK,
SURENDRANAGAR

8 |Date of return 16/08/2024

9 |Cause of return FUNDS INSUFFICIENT

10 |Exh.no.of return memo |Exh-23

11 | Validity period 3 month from date of
cheque

1R.9) HER SIA SRUEl  [GIRIRUBHE YAIHAHBHE Auiof]
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AHis—ow Yallol Adi ¥eNdd 8 5, Al sIA ARMIRA
SIRIEABWII ALl U2 As AU, d AIs:RR dId] AS
ol.R5CwE3 9iull ¥ A0l 211¢ Gisolldl.aR / 0¢ /07|
diRuiofl 2A10d 8. Fai ARVl dard slef ds:uR aefl. ¥
As glRu1El dflofl cisai eRdl dl.as/0a/0R0 all AY
Aol &Ad 8. FASIBo2 g%/ cdls ol AWl sRA e
&AM 8. ¥ dald edl A Ais: 15 &l 2% 8. AHY AS il
d arluel el Heloliofl Adlslé] @ard 8. ¥ 243 ds:AR e,
Ay cisefl 2dlu Fedl AHT ¥ 2% S 8. d daAd SIY ASAR
o€l

QR.R) 1 513 disofl 2dlu ¥ aoNNAcid gogdoe sl

SHH 1UTF ddl Ugd &lssd 8.
Section 146. Bank's slip prima facie evidence of
certain facts.

The Court shall, in respect of every
proceeding under thisChapter, on production of
bank's slip or memo having thereonthe official
mark denoting that the cheque has been
dishonoured, presume the fact of dishonour of
such cheque, unless and until such fact is

disproved.

13.) AIH,AER SIA §RUIElfl His:woll HIfUis Yrrdl 24al d
A18) % 53 £2c11A%] YR1d ol &llal Adli, A1 1A SRAUIEIA
glssd YUR sd 8 5, ARNRA xd Js [oid

AHAHUTEIH] GIsHI 2% &Ad B,
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1v.) (v) Issuance of notice:
17.1) A1 S1A SRAUIE] [G1RARVIBHE AYAIHUBHE Auiafl A

S—0%¥ ofl AIE WRall 2RAUIA Xdi dHi w¥Lldd & 5,
AH SARAERA dl. 30/0¢ /7 ol A% ARIIAAA €]
ANRIVoAd gogAoe Ase SAH 13<¢ Y%l %], 23] €]
dlZld vl ¥ Ais—2w &l Y A V. Al SIHall
dalHdERA allZlA sl 2idNal]l Wie uiidl dsel] AIudiAi
A119d 3flee 2His—u @l ARIla 6ildlH ci%] d1u1g] 25
SodlgfoNoe Y S B X AUis—25 Yl Y A B. A

SiHoll ARIIRA  alidldoll SIS Uit 2A40d o€,

¥ of|J ¥t 8.
Sr. Description Date Exh
1 return of cheque from bank 16/08/24 23
2 |Demand Notice 30/08/24 24
3 |Register AD window Slip 30/08/24 |25
4 |Acknowledgement = |----------- ---
17.R ) HER sIA SRUIE] aF Y s HIMUIS dHYy €2a119%]

W4l di, A sIABRM1A  gRuIEld A0d  Jsail
Gofellal, SRUIEIA As cisHi sluIRle s, ¥ As ud
R 8. ¥ doAd SRUIERA disall F2d Al %Y A B. dHY
A€ As Jledl Aoid AARIIA sRAUIEIRA oidlH 2+1Nd 9. ¥
al1Zl4 2RI o] 2Rl 8. d @dlddll a2 gs ule 2% s3d

8. ¥ o2l 1 s13 2ARIol 1] 241 €2d119% HER S1A Y

2 8. dggHi ARIIal oliZ] o1& cloRilall dsAR o1l
15.) (ii) Cheques issued for debts or liabilities & (vi)

Failure of payment of cheques amount
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S3d 8 5, AURMIA ANd Js ¥ sIRAEARGI ARIN U2 2ANd
8.aydi ¢l ddll.gorg Asedl sdH: 19¢ Aol A3 ol
GojHloll ¥ UiSallcHS ViojHloll 8, UG ¥ d2Id A I¢IRed
YAdl 2% Sl ¥ VlojHlolle] Visol S3] ASRI. URG I SIA
AR d§ Ad] slg dIURd €2dIdx % sd olell, ¥

A1 HER SIIEISIY A Iofl Visel $3d Gl

15.) In the case of (2019) 4 SCC 197 in case of Bir Singh

vs Mukesh Kumar.

21. In passing the impugned judgment and
order dated 21-11-2017, the High Court
mis-construed Section 139 of Negotiable

Instruments Act, which mandates that

unless the contrary is proved, it is to be

presumed that the holder of a cheque

received the cheqgue of the nature referred

to in Section 138, for the discharge, in

whole or in part, of any debt or other

liability. Needless to mention that the
presumption contemplated under Section



Judgement 18/27 CC NO. 3548/2024

139 of the Negotiable Instruments Act, is a
rebuttable presumption. However, the onus

of proving that the cheque was not in

discharge of any debt or other liability is
on the accused drawer of the cheque.

22. In Hiten P. Dalal vs. Bratindranath
Banerjee (2001) 6 SCC 16), this Court held
that both Section 138 and 139 require that
the Court shall presume the liability of the

drawer of the cheques for the amounts for
which the cheques are drawn. Following
the judgment of this Court in State of
Madras vs. Vaidyanatha Iyer (AIR 1958 SC
61), this Court held that it was obligatory
on the Court to raise this presumption.

23. Section 139 introduces an exception to

the general rule as to the burden of proof

and shifts the onus on the accused. The

presumption under Section 139 of the
Negotiable Instruments Act is a presumption

of law, as distinguished from presumption

of facts. Presumptions are rules of evidence

and do not conflict with the presumption of

innocence, which requires the prosecution

to prove the case against the accused

beyond reasonable doubt. The obligation on

the prosecution may be discharged with the
help of presumptions of law and
presumptions of fact unless the accused

adduces evidence showing the reasonable

possibility of the non-existence of the

presumed fact as held in Hiten P. Dalal

(supra).
24. Presumption of  Innocence Is

undoubtedly a human right as contended on
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behalf of the Respondent-accused, relying
on the judgments of this Court in Ranjitsing
Brahmajeetsing  Sharma vs. State of
Maharashtra and Anr (2005) 5 SCC 294 and
Rajesh Ranjan Yada @ Pappu Yadav vs. CBI
through its Director (2007) 1 SCC 70.
However the guilt may be established by

recourse to presumptions Iin law and

presumptions in facts, as observed above.

25. In Laxmi Dyechem vs. State of Gujarat
& Ors. (2012) 13 SCC 375, this Court
reiterated that in view of Section 139, it
has to be presumed that a cheque was
issued in discharge of a debt or other
liability but the presumption could be

rebutted by adducing evidence. The burden

of proof was however on the person who

wanted to rebut the presumption. This

Court held however, this presumption
coupled with the object of Chapter XVII of
the Act leads to the conclusion that by
countermanding payment of a post dated
cheque, a_party should not be allowed to

get away from the penal provision of
Section 138 of the Act.

26. In Kumar Exports vs. Sharma Carpets
(2009) 2 SCC 513, this Court reiterated that
there is a presumption that every negotiable

instrument duly executed, is for discharge

of a debt or liability, but the presumption
is_rebuttable by proving the contrary. In

the facts and circumstances of the case it
was found that the cheque in question was
towards advance for purchase of carpets,
which were in fact not sold by the payee of



Judgement 20/27 CC NO. 3548/2024

the cheque to the drawer, as proved from
the deposition of an official of the Sales
Tax Department, who stated that the payee
had admitted that he had not sold the
carpets.

27. In K.N. Beena vs. Muniyappan and
Another (2001) 8 SCC 458, this Court held
that in view of the provisions of Section
139 of the Negotiable Instruments Act read
with Section 118 thereof, the Court had to
presume that the cheque had been issued

for discharging a debt or liability. The said
presumption was rebuttable and could be
rebutted by the accused by proving the
contrary. But mere denial or rebuttal by the

accused was not enough. The accused had

to prove by cogent evidence that there was
no debt or liability. This Court clearly held
that the High Court had erroneously set

aside the conviction, by proceeding on the

basis that denials/averments in the reply of

the accused were sufficient to shift the

burden of proof on the Complainant to

prove that the cheque had been issued for

discharge of a debt or a liability. This was

an entirely erroneous approach. The
accused had to prove in the trial by leading

cogent evidence that there was no debt or
liability.
36. The proposition of law which emerges

from the judgments referred to above is
that the onus to rebut the presumption

under Section 139 that the cheque has been

issued in discharge of a debt or liability is

on the accused and the fact that the cheque
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might be post dated does not absolve the

drawer ol a cheque of the penal
consequences of Section 138 of the
Negotiable Instruments Act.

19.) In the case of AIR 2019 SC 1876 delivered in

case of Rohitbhai Jivanlal Patel Vs State of Gujarat. He
relied upon Para 12, 14, 18, 19, which reads as under;

12. For determination of the point as

to whether the High Courtwas justified in
reversing the judgment and orders of the
Trial Court and convicting the appellant for
the offence under Section 138 of the NI
Act, the basic questions to be addressed to
are two- fold: as to whether the
Complainant-Respondent  No. 2  had
established the ingredients of Sections 118
and 139 of the NI Act, so as to justily
drawing of the presumption envisaged
therein; and if so, as to whether the
accused-appellant had been able to displace
such presumption and to establish a
probable defence whereby, the onus would
again shift to the Complainant?
14. ...Therefore, it is required to be
presumed that the cheques in question were
drawn for consideration and the holder of
the cheques i.e., the Complainant received
the same in discharge of an existing debt.
The onus, therefore, shifts on the accused-
appellant to establish a probable defence so
as to rebut such a presumption.

18. ...In this regard, significant it is to
notice that apart from making -certain



Judgement 22/27 CC NO. 3548/2024

suggestions in the cross-examination, the
accused-appellant has not adduced any
documentary evidence to satisfy even
primarily that there had been some
monetary transaction of himself with Shri
Jagdishbhai.

19. ..The observations of the Trial Court
that there was no documentary evidence to
show the source of funds with the
Respondent to advance the loan, or that the
Respondent did not record the transaction
in the form of receipt of even kachcha
notes, or that there were inconsistencies in
the statement of the Complainant and his
witness, or that the witness of the
complaint was more in know of facts etc.
would have been relevant if the matter was
to be examined with reference to the onus
on the complaint to prove his case beyond
reasonable doubt. These considerations and
observations do not stand in conformity
with the presumption existing in favour of
the Complainant by virtue of Sections 118
and 139 of the NI Act. Needless to reiterate
that the result of such presumption is that
existence of a legally enforceable debt is to
be presumed in favour of the Complainant.
When such a presumption is drawn, the
factors relating to the want of documentary
evidence in the form of receipts or accounts
or want of evidence as regards source of
funds were not of relevant consideration
while examining if the accused has been
able to rebut the presumption or not.
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29.) AHIH, GURISA olIHER AUSA 518 5pAAd HIMERTs [Rie
did Fldi, 211 s BU el ¥ [Halds:A3] alleid 8, A
AGISS A VlojHIol §dIgf B S, A€ ARIall &RI AUl
AI1Ad AS F SIUEA0l | ARIT UL ANUA 8. dY ¥ AER gHIof
¥ Aoloid (visalicHs) ool 8. &d A€ AR GUR
YAdlall ¢l 28 8 5, AER AS X SIUEAWII ARII Yol of
adl. ¥ GojdHlol AIURA YAdI 2% 3ol doj visal s3] ASRY
8.

.) gyl A1 s1A SRAIEIRA F 2RI]ol As Fed Adi ¥
adld ARMalAlal ofigld AITE 8. RARGIE AER SIA
sRAIE] evid s3d 8. ¥ dald AHRIIRA sRUIEl oildldal
¥diot  ANE ol ayHi A siA AR as

sRYUIE) ol BaeduiAi el Ad] sig oiuid o€l

* Appreciation of Submission/Defence of Accused side:
1e.) UldR Alg Aol &Rl SRRUIE SA B.2A€ dlolol)

&R 2iddll ¥id Higld] i€,

1E.1) A1 S1A AR dS A1) GléUId 8 §,3441 SIA SRUIEIRA
YId 15 A0l &IRI SRRUIE S3d 8.1 sIA AA1Hee 2Ad
QAR A1 SIHoll UIdR A1 Aedl] 619 o &dl. dHY dlolall
sl Bidofl dulla S «id Hisld] aiel. Ul 415 Al
AER UEIRg SIg udaid olldy o1€f]

1E.Q) Al s13 sRAIEl Gdeduld Adi wRNdd 8 5, "
did ud] 8 5,413 SIH dlol A1Udig] oiefl.HI3 SIH dlolall &Ll
SAsAsie] B9 did Uil & 5 UIdR g Aeofl ofled] 3013

SAUIHT AH1Ad 9.2 did Wil 88 Al1eSa suUdll IRI dlal
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AMNUAIHI 2419 O d A16S A18 SUdl] &IRI SAIH] 241 O.dg i
SRAUIE] digal sUI & d «1CIdl ai®fl A Yool ¥endd 8.
&ldall SIA ¥ AR sUdll &Rl AYUIHI 241 dlotal] HIRIS
gudl 52dl &dl d &lssd uel «eidd oel.

1E.3) A6l s1A GURIsd §RAUIEl a2l AR %Rl %Y &JAd
Y2Adlg} 2JRlicHS HEiSol Sdi, A€ SIA &lciall SRAUIElA
sUoll 20l AR 219all F dllRIIS]Y deR &Ad & d d2d
dxlal sl udaid ollA% oigfl.dAloiall SAR SUel] ial AR
AR YAd B.ABFNoe YA dJyR Al SiHall UIUR g A2l
gladldi 2Ad &l A &lssd 3sS U dIdd adl. i1 SI
sRUIE] sudll adl geiiell 241 & d Uldlall Ueid oA S
(% dofl 3013 uER A o1¥fl) A @dAddl gailoll 2irual #12
A2 oell. A4, A2 sIA sRUIEl ¥ AR Aol § Vs
@dldall sUofl 24101l cigRal %id Higldl o &ldiall SIRVI d
AER deR ddddfl Yool AudIHi HI2 Albga oel,
dlololl 4R 2dall dulla sig ¥id  Hieldl oiefl. uiaR
g Aeofl A2 RUIYER S1gf Ulold ol A% ofe].

R0.) SUdll g1 di&al 1% sAIH] AH1Ac B.Fall 11—

R0.9) A1 s1A AR d§ Ad] oA 8 5, SUl %Rl dIgol
A% sAUIHi 241Ad & 211 SIA SRUIERA A cglsd dlol
@ald celsd vl urd dgf do duiel s3] €ldd 8.

R0.R) Al s13 sRAUIEl Gdeduld Adi wRNdd 8 5, "
did Wil &8 S5, digal o %1.%.43 A.24.0Uoc¢ A|» ia

A16S suUoll @21 SAUIHT 2A19d 9.3 did Uil 8 § dsu3)
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Asoll 284 digotall &RU%] sl cliedf] Al 284 8.4 did vl
89 S 6ldoll SRAUIE dlolall R22A0e ol AR Sd 8.4 dId
U3l 8 § dsA3] As AedAe2 Yol AdIAHI 2A19d 8.

R0.3) Ao 517 GURlsd §RUIEl dl AR %Rl % &AH
YA1dlg] 2RIIcHS YIS0l S, Vi1 AGISS dASAT] S ¥ Ais:
U &f] 2% 53d 8. ¥ AsHi duld] 284 Fdi, ¥ 31. TFU3¥/ —
ofl 284 dUld 8. dHY 21 SI13 $RAUIEIRA %Y A AHiS: 1 of
222qoe Xdi, FHI HIol sudlall Alssl HRA 9. AHURIYR
fsadll el s oiefl.agai dlat 91011 digeial A% sd
AR AHARMa ol cixIdd &lj d &lssd 38S W dIdd
ot®fl.dlol did1iofl digaiall &A% s3] A Sed] 284 GuId d
elssa exladl Yadl sRuieud % s3d olell.gRu1glA
dxlol] gotiaflai {15 Aot 2Alcsd] siRIdIgloll YuRd 2% s3d
ddl efssd «endd 8 uRg d ddd sig sisyHee 2% S
o1®f].sRUIEIA dofl BAaduIAHiI A€ ol HIZ AHNUH celsd
Ud de dof AuIRI 53] Eldd 8.

AI AGOS of IH JRId GlESIEell Narpat Motisingh

Purohit Versus State Of Gujarat 2021 AIJEL HC

244366 : 2022 (3) GLR 2056 i &519d & ¥ oflJ 4ot .

10. Section 138 of the N.I. Act treats dishonoured cheque as
an offence, if the cheque has been issued in discharge of any
debt or other liability. The Explanation leaves no manner of
doubt that to attract an offence u/s 138, there

should be legally enforceable debt or other liability subsisting
on the date of drawal of the cheque. The very fact that the
Respondent has taken repossession of the vehicle and has also

sold the said vehicle and the sale value of the said vehicle has
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R.)

RR.)

also been adjusted for meeting the loan repayment, the
agreement on the basis of which the postdated cheques were
issued cannot be put for clearance for the reason that the
Respondent by virtue of the two acts on their part; firstly, of
taking possession of the vehicle and, secondly, of
sale/auctioning the said vehicle, stood determined. Therefore,
the cheques which have been subsequently put for clearance
and got dishonoured would not fall within the ambit of legally

enforceable debt or other liability.

AHIH sRAUIEl sudfl sl siddll sRuIE sl ysdl
AR &RI dlolofl 284 ¢RUIY of di digaial A% ial
Alesoll Ulsul $3d 8.1 GURISA YSIEl ¥l SRUIE]
sudllal ARl UIA sIuEAR61 ARl U2 dflsuid] 283 alloid
sRYUIE 52d &ldI @aId ofl &lSsd YR s3] A5d o2l

Al SIA GUsd % LAA HIlVIs dHy e2d1d] Yid]
Adi, dHY SAoll 8/SSA 2Hal 2ANoNA la Adi, AR SIA
siA sRu1eud AR Ui siugARd dell 284 Aagyl
8SSER &ldlg) YdR 3 ASA ol ARl A€ Yol
adrd ¢l adNMRAoid gorgdoe Asedl] saH: 13¢ 20U
AIUKS dcdl YAUR &di oiefl. A1, oARIall gldHi ofl
HXGloll §5H SAUIHI 2419 8.

Al sIA GURsd Y A HIfVis dHYy €d19%] YId]
Adi, dHY SAHoll 8/SSA 2Hal 2ANNA ela Adi, AR SIA
siA sRu1eud AR Ul siugAuRd dell 284 Aagyl
8SSER &ldlg) YUR 3 ASA ol ARl A€ Il
adld dl adNNAoid gorgdoe Asedl] saH: 13¢ 2oU

AIURIS dcdl YAUR di ol IH, oARIell eldHi ofld
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HYOlofl §SH SAIHI 2419 8,

2188 H::
Q) AR : g2 dARIUdY 8ISIR, 28.:2A1H1 HER
Ui, %101 | 1S, E41S1,30E3N 012 dla| Alal

ofl Ao dRA3RA.l  sad:  9¢(2) Yo ¢l
AaNelRAoid gogoe As2all sAH: 13¢ ofl ol A
Qislall dlei 2] (aieTy sud] ©ls] ysdiofl gsH SAUIHI
1A 8,
R.) AHRIotl 11t 20l ¥1aflol Vid € Sl §SH SAUIHI
1A 8,
3.) A1 513 ARIUIA slfloict UIR{1%2 slsdl] sdH: ¥39 ()
AHodd AUl AHJall ¥1Hlot AMUdlol] §SH SA1H] 2419
8.
ESH AIX dl.: Ry ]l HIB HIR Aol RORGall AY

yed] AEIAAH] %182 SAIHI IR,

diflu :¥/03 /05 (4ol AYddid Cl1SH1)
YN YI0EINR. A1 AAsIioid Alofluz A1dld o ag
Aslioid Ulg ysiflud Axlee,
HRoEAIONR
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